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until driven to do se. That a commercial partnership wi' h the States,
with a bigyh tariff againtit the ruat of the xvorld, wili ultimately lead to a
political partnership, is a conviction we cannot dissuade ourselves of hy
anly argument ;it is reportud to be the conviction of Mr. Chamberlain
also ; and in view of that important fact-important from bis known
business capacity an)d insight, and from the beariuig of bis opinion on the
settiement of the Fibheries question-it is niow for those whio have ail
aiong been coutending for the reverse, to give u.- tbe data and reasons on
wbicb they base tbeir opinions. They are lest otherwise, with Mr. Cham-
berlain apparently and Sir Chbarles Tupper un(loubtedly against thent.

'F.IE brief filed at Sîtka by the Ujnited States Governmnnt in aniswier
to the British demurrer to the seizurcs i Behring 's Se, aims tlîat sea as a
liare claysgim over wbicb the United States lias suipremacy, jurisdiction,
anîd dominion, as over anv otber of its iniland waters, gulfs, bays, and soas.
Vattel is cited in support, who says "If a sea is entîrely enclosed by tbe
territeries of a nation and has no other communication with the ocean than
by a channel of wbich. that nation may take possession, it appears that
sucb a spa is no less capable of being occupied and beomning property tban
the land, and it ougbit to follew the fate of the country that surrounds it.
Tbe Mediterraneait iii former tîrns 'vas alisolutely enclosed withjn the ter-
ritories of the Romans ; and tbat people, boy rendering tbcm.selves
masters of the strait wbich joins it to the ocean, iniglit subject the
Mediterranean to their empire and assumne dominion over it. ibey did
not by sncb proceeding injure the rights of other nations, a particular sea
being mnanifestly des4igned by nature for the use of tbe ceuntries and
nations tbat surround it." But to titis it may bu objected thar. Bebring's
Sea is not landlocked to anything liku the same extunt as the Mediter-
ranean ; it is divided froin tbe North Pacific by a chain of scattered
islands which, sepai'ated froni each otber by stretches of sea in somie cases
Wnany miles wide, extend littie nmere than baîf across fromi the Ainerican
to tbe Asian coast, leaving an open space of nearly five hundred. miles un-
broken by any land whatever. Moreovur, tbe western shore of this sea
dees net belong te the United States but to iRussia. Of what force or
applicability tben is the declaration of Mr. Sumner, iii the Senate in
1852, cited in the briet, that "lour [the United States'] right to jurisdic-
tion ever these, tbe larger and more important arm.s of the sea on both
Our Atlantic and Pacific coasts, rusts upon the rule of international law
whicb gives a nation jurisdiction ovur waters embraced within its land
dominion ï " Manning's Law ol Nations and Wharton's International
Law are hotb also quoted to show tbat rivers and inland lakus and seas
When contained in a partîcular State are subject te the severeiga of sucb
State,-wbicî rule mnanifustly does net apply to Behiring'8 Sea, that being an
inlternational sea, washingy the shores of twe States. However, wbatuver
validity tbese arguments may or may not have in the Behring's Sua case, by
their assertion in this formai manner the United States Government vir-
tually concedes, tbeugb it Junies in forai, the seundnesq of the British
contention that Americans are excluded by international law from fishing
Wl the Canadian ceast within a line drawn a marine league or tbree miles

8eaward from beadland te headland of aIl bays and inlets. Net otherwise
cal, it maîntain its riglit ef dominion, aise asserted in evidence in the
brief, over such vast inland waters as the great lakes, Boston Harbour,
Long IslanJ Sound, -Delaware and Chesapeake Bays, AIlbemarlu Sound and
the Bay of San Francisco. According te the brief, Secretary Pickering in
1796 afflrmed the principle that ",1our [the United States'] jurisdiction bas

been flxed te extend three geographical miles from our shores, with the
exception of any waters or bays whicb are se landlocked as te bu unques-

tïabywithin tlîe jurisdiction of the States, be their extent what tbey may
[which last sentence would includu the Buhring's Sua, if it couid be con-
8iderud landlocked] ;" and Secretary Buchanan in 1849 reiterates this rule

inl the fellowing language :-" The exclusive jurisdictioni of a nation

elctends te the ports, harbours, hays, meutbs of rivers, and adjacent parts

of the sea enclosed by headlands "-a rule which. applies equaliy well te

Canadian jurisdictien ever the Gulf of the St. Lawrence and the simaller bays

and inlets of the Canadian const as te American jurisdiction over Boston

hiarbout. or Chusapeake Bay, te say noching of Behring's Sua.

lIT is asserted inuvertheless in this brief, in spite of the array C. wu~tliori-
ties te the cenlt rary ini other paits of the document, and of th~e stnrumu

Q 1- 1lp10 of the, Behring's Sa case, tital the three- mile lîmiit /eioui ul te
"i'kq,~tjOO. a,î ,meneit8 of, lt,? coa8t. '[his, the bnief states, must bu

4ece(pted as a settled iaw of nations. And hure we get tbu olu te this

'naze of Amuericari diplolinacy--Behriiî'8,Sua and ail the harbours ana bays

9h i u) uat
1 refer,, .. to soinu of wiîich their c-* ciurts

have Juclared that the huadland doctrine, as maintained by Great Britain,
is the law of nations,-are te bu decemed " inland waters " oeur which theru
cati bu ne question of juri-diction ; wbilu the harbeurs anJ baya ef the
Caniadiýan coast-including the Gulf of the St. Lawrence, whicb is curtainly
muoh more landlockud than Bebring's Sea, at any rate,--are te bu treatm4i
as arrus of the sea ovur which Canada bas ne jurisdiction beyond a tbree-
mile limyit, following. ail the, indentations and sinue-sities of the coast. Tite
main drift ef the brief, ini fact, is te mnake eut Beliring,'s Sea te bu an
"inland sua," ever which the United States exercîses, by the law ef

nations, unquestienahie jurisdiction--a contention attempted te bu sup-
ported by the barc assertion that the Tr(caties ot 1821:-5 with the United
States and Engiland--by which I1u.ssi% reiqi hber dlaimi te sovereignty
over th(, North Pacitic (north ef a line drawn frein .5l on the, Amlerican.
coaqt te 4-V 50' onl the Asiai-)- diil net refer te Bubring's Sea at ail] But
this pretension of exclusive jurisdiction is preposterous :how can a sea
wbose shores are owned iii part by Russia, and wbich is mnorever a pos-
sible hichway te the Arutic Ocean, on whose shôres ahut the possessions
et ether Powers, bu considered as of the nature cf Ilinland waters"
belon,,ing exclusive ly te the United States?

Jr is argoud tbat because ini the Treafies of 18:24-5 it was stipulated
tbat ships, citizens, and suhjects et cither Power mnighit reciprocally truquent
the interior seas, gulfs, barbours, and creeks cf the other on the North Amleni-
can coast for a period of ten years, therefore, as the enly interior sea on the
North Amnericari Coast is Bebring's Sua. that section cf the Treaty reaily
comicedes Russia's dominion over Beri.' Sua. But this is sîirely a fueble
sulport te such a menstreus dlaim. The simple tact appears te bu that
Ilussia neyer pretended te jurisdiction over the wboie et Behring's Sua,
but oniy over a distance ef onu bundred Italian miles from the shores anJ
tbe coasta of the islands. This claini was resisted by hoth the United
Status and Great Britain, and Russia gave way, nîaking treaties with both
Powers, conceding their position, and neyer afterwards reviving lier pre-
tensions. Thesge, hewever, the United Status, having muanwhile acquired
Alaska, now revive anJ extend iii order te mnake eut that Beiîring's Sua, -
wbich. was unquestionably meant by the designation IlPacifie Ocean " in
the treaty, for Russia has neyer claimied jurisdiction south of the limits et
that sua, anJ 'vhich was therefore the main suhject of the treaty,-was
outside the scoe et tbat treaty, being, an Ilinland sua' then under the sele
undisputud junisdiction of IRussia, and now under that of the United
States 1

MucH and constant literary work seems te breed a Jisinclination te
answer letturs-especially business letters If corruspendunts knew how
bard a task it is for a busy literary man te turu te the Jespatch of cerre-
spondence tbuy wouid neyer bu 8e crue] as te expect answers te thuir letturs.
Tbey would leavu 1ii in peace te follew the simple plan cf John Ruskin
(wbich moat ef tbum do, at any r.atu), whe, in a recently publisbed lutter, says:
IlAnd now my room is ankle Jeep in unanswered lutters, mostly on business,
and J'mi going te shovel tbem up and tie them in a parcul labelieJ ' Needing
particular attention,' anJ then that wil' l bc put into a cupheard in Oxford,
and I shall fuel that evurytbing's been donc in a busîneas-like way."

IN ruferunce te recent articles in TiHE -WEEK on 'Canada in Fictien, a
correspondent reminds us ef several works et Canadian writers that we
have emitteJ te mentien. Theru is Miss Macmar's F~or King and Country,
a stery of the War ef 18 12-14, which won the pnize given by the Canadian
Mu.ntlîly in a competition fer the best Canadian tale sent it. Miss Machar
aise wrote a aunail, Lest and WVon, for the samne :magazine. AnJ Miss
Louisa Murray wrote Fauna, or thie Re'd Fie wers oj Leajy Ilollow, a romance
wbich was publiahud as a serial in the Montreal Literary Garland, and
which attracted a good dual ef attention, having been reprinted in sevenal
Canadian anJ American, and one Irisb nuwspaper. Thte oettiers ol Long
Arrow wvas anethur of Miss lMurray's Canadian talus, published in the
Lendon (Eng.) Once a Week, and illinstrated by that gifted young artist,
Frederick Walker, who died young, but net bufore bis pictures biad made
him famous.

MODERN Radicais wbe are Jufying the Governmnent in Ireland bave
forgotten wbat was said by their exempiar, Tom Paine, in bis Riglits of

an-"If a law bu bad it is onu thing te oppose and resist its execution,
but very différent te expose its errons, reason o.i its defecta, anJ undeavour
te procure its repeal. It is butter te obey a bad law, reaaening at the
salue time agaiost it, than forcibly te violate it, because breaking a bad
iaw might lead te discretionary violations et those which are good.",


